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FA1-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

FA1-1 



FEDERAL AGENCIES 
FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
-2 

  
FA2-1 We disagree with the EPA's assertion that the EIS does not focus on avoiding 

and minimizing impacts on environmentally sensitive areas.  The EIS clearly 
describes how the SMP Project would avoid and minimize environmental 
impacts.  Specifically, 1) a significant portion of the SMP Project would be 
collocated with existing utility rights-of-way, thereby avoiding impacts and 
reducing the overall project footprint; 2) workspace has been minimized to the 
amount necessary to safely construct the project, workspace was reduced in 
wetlands, and was restricted near other sensitive resources; 3) various special 
construction methods such as HDD would be used to cross wetlands and 
waterbodies; and 4) stringent erosion control procedures and other construction 
procedures that avoid or reduce impacts would be implemented.  In addition, 
section 4.0 of the EIS details the extensive review of route and aboveground 
facility alternatives that FERC staff undertook, and documents the many 
modifications made to the Applicants’ original proposals to avoid and 
minimize environmental impacts. 

FA2-2 The EPA's concerns regarding our review process and compliance with NEPA 
regulations are erroneous.  Section 1.2 of the EIS identifies the purpose and 
scope of the EIS and identifies our compliance with NEPA regulations and 
FERC regulations implementing NEPA.  As explained in section 1.2.1, the 
FERC is required by the Energy Policy Act of 2005 to evaluate industry-
initiated proposals to construct and operate interstate natural gas transmission 
facilities; the Commission does not initiate natural gas transmission projects.  
Consequently, the EIS never refers to an alternative as “preferred” but 
correctly refers to the Applicants’ project components as the “proposed” action 
or route.     

Furthermore, the EPA's belief that our alternatives analysis was affected by the 
Applicants’ precedent agreements is unfounded.  During the 2-year-long 
environmental review process, the FERC engaged in a significant level of 
public outreach, agency consultation, and analysis to identify and review a 
wide range of reasonable alternatives to the Applicants' proposal.  Section 4.0 
of the EIS states that for an alternative to be recommended, it must meet the 
stated purpose of the project; be technically and economically feasible and 
practical; and offer a significant environmental advantage over the proposal.  
Based on these criteria and as detailed in section 4.0, we evaluated 7 system 
alternatives, 12 major route alternatives, 334 route variations, 10 alternative 
compressor station locations, and the use of electric-driven compressor units.  
Thus, the alternatives analysis detailed in the EIS is wide-ranging, 
independent, and objective.     

The Commission considers long term precedent agreements between applicants 
and their customers to be a significant indicator of project need.  These 
agreements typically identify a date on which the gas capacity would 
commence, which then establishes the applicant's proposed project schedule.  
The Commission is not required to complete its review and issue its decision 
on whether to authorize a project within the applicant's proposed timeframe.  
However, the timeframe for alternatives that would result in a substantially 
later in-service date can factor into whether the alternative would meet the 
purpose and need of the project, but does not overly constrain the identification 
and analysis of reasonable alternatives. 

  

FA2-1 

FA2-2 
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FA2-2 
(cont’d) 

Regarding schedule-related monetary damages that an applicant and its 
customer may agree to, such agreements are at their risk and do not enter into 
our alternatives analysis.  Similarly, expenditures by an applicant prior to the 
Commission's decision to approve or deny the project, such as land or materials 
acquisition, are at their risk and do not enter into our alternatives analysis. 

FA2-3 We disagree.  Avoidance and minimization measures are disclosed in section 
2.0 of the EIS, and include collocation of the pipeline to a significant degree 
with existing facilities to avoid impacts.  However, to ensure these measures 
are clear to the reader we have revised applicable sections of the EIS.   

The wetland mitigation measures are described in the Applicants' construction 
plans as referenced in sections 2.3, 3.4.2, and 3.4.3 of the EIS.  The USACE 
wetland mitigation plans (i.e., purchase of wetland banking credits in addition 
to the Applicants' other commitments) are to be defined by the USACE as part 
of its Section 404 authorizations.  The FERC relies on the USACE to 
determine any compensatory mitigation required for unavoidable wetland 
impacts and we disclose in section 3.4.3 of the EIS those wetland banks that 
are currently under consideration for use.  In addition, recommendation #8 in 
section 5.2 of the EIS states that no work should be allowed to begin until all 
applicable regulatory approvals have been received, and recommendation #13 
requires that documentation of the Applicants' final wetland mitigation plans to 
purchase wetland bank credits, and USACE approval of the plans, be filed 
prior to construction.   

FA2-4 We disagree.  In our experience, affected lands often return to preconstruction 
conditions within 1 to 3 years.  We also note that the presence of a utility 
easement is not inconsistent with the management of many conservation areas, 
and have not identified any long-term impacts on water quality or aquatic 
resources for any of the SMP Project areas, including conservation easements.  
Where those areas contain wetlands, mitigation would be completed as 
described in response to comment FA2-3.  Secondary and indirect impacts on 
aquatic and water resources located adjacent to the proposed easements are 
disclosed in section 3.4.2.2 along with proposed mitigation measures to 
minimize adverse effects.  In addition, we understand the USACE accounts for 
potential secondary and indirect effects as part of its requirements for 
mitigating unavoidable impacts. 

FA2-5 As detailed further in response to comment FA2-27, we strongly disagree with 
the EPA’s expectation that the SMP Project would have a significant impact on 
karst areas in Georgia and Florida and represents a threat to groundwater and 
surface waters.   

Sections 3.1.2.3 and 3.3.1.5 of the EIS characterize karst conditions in the 
project area, including sinkholes and springs, respectively; describes the 
potential impacts that construction and operation of the project could have on 
these resources; describes the specific construction procedures and mitigation 
measures that the Applicants would implement to avoid and minimize impacts; 
and explains why impacts would not be significant.  Our staff of geologists and 
hydrogeologists consulted with the Florida Geological Survey, Georgia State 
 

FA2-2 
(cont’d) 

FA2-3 

FA2-4 

FA2-5 

FA2-6 

FA2-7 
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Federal Agency Comments 
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FA2-5 
(cont’d) 

Geologist, and other agencies with karst expertise throughout our review of 
karst issues for the SMP Project, and other stakeholders informed our analysis.   

We understand that the Floridan Aquifer System (FAS) is receiving increased 
attention as a result of regulatory restrictions on water-supply withdrawals and 
treated wastewater management practices.  At the end of April 2015, the Sierra 
Club, through its Florida Chapter, filed an emergency petition with the EPA 
seeking designation of the Floridan Aquifer as a Sole Source Aquifer under the 
EPA’s Sole Source Aquifer Protection Program.  The Sierra Club asserts that 
the Floridan Aquifer is threatened by over-allocation, over-pumping, pollution, 
and waste (http://www.sierraclubfloridanews.org/2015/05/more-floridan-
aquifer-protection-called.html).  The EIS explains why construction and 
operation of the SMP Project would not result in significant impacts on 
groundwater resources, regardless of designation, or petitions for designation, 
that are still pending. 

The EIS acknowledges the tremendous physical extent and productivity of the 
FAS.  The FAS covers more than 100,000 square miles including all of Florida 
and parts of three other states including Georgia, and ranges from 250 to 3,000 
feet thick.  As an indication of its productivity, about 4 billion gallons of water 
was withdrawn from the FAS and an additional 8 billion gallons of water 
discharged from springs each day in 2000.  Considering the sheer magnitude 
and extent of the FAS and as detailed in section 3.3.1.7 of the EIS, construction 
and operation of the SMP Project would not significantly impact the FAS or 
associated springs, surface waterbodies, or wells as more than 98 percent of the 
pipeline would be installed in shallow trenches with very limited potential to 
impact water resources.  The EIS further explains that the greatest potential 
impact on the FAS would be increased turbidity associated with the loss of 
bentonite-based drilling mud at five HDD locations where the drill path would 
encounter limestone bedrock.  Turbidity would dissipate with time and 
distance, and would be further minimized by project-specific construction and 
mitigation plans.  Furthermore, these five HDD locations are separated from 
each other by between 40 and 80 miles.   

As discussed in EIS section 3.3.1.7, and shown in table 3.3.2-8, Sabal Trail 
would use a total volume of up to approximately 47 million gallons of 
groundwater during construction of the SMP Project. In addition, FSC would 
utilize up to approximately 29 million gallons of water during construction.  
The majority of this water would be obtained throughout Phase 1 of 
construction (about 12 months) from municipal sources and private wells that 
would be installed at compressor stations.  This water use equates to about 0.2 
million gallons of water per day (mgd) with an average rate of groundwater 
withdrawal over the 12-month construction duration on the order of 140 
gallons per minute. This water would be pumped from multiple well locations 
and would not constitute any concentrated permanent points of withdrawal, or 
water-level drawdown at any specific area.  Project groundwater withdrawals 
from the FAS would be returned to the aquifer through post-use discharge into 
upland areas and would not constitute a consumptive use of groundwater from 
the aquifer.  As such, this short-term, non-consumptive volume of groundwater 
use would not impact the availability or productivity of groundwater resources 
in the FAS. 

 
FA2-5 
(cont’d) 

Additionally, as discussed in section 3.1.8 of the EIS, within 20 days of 
backfilling the trench (10 days in residential areas) all work areas would be 
graded and restored to preconstruction contours and natural drainage patterns 
as closely as possible.  This is a standard construction practice required by our 
Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation and Maintenance Plan for all natural gas 
pipelines constructed under FERC authorization.  These construction 
requirements are meant to mitigate the potential of an increase in impermeable 
surfaces over construction work areas and to minimize impact to natural 
infiltration capacity of post-construction surfaces, and as such implementation 
of these requirements would ensure that natural groundwater recharge capacity 
from pipeline construction activities over the FAS does not occur or is 
minimized. 

Regarding the potential for the proposed pipelines to contaminate water 
resources, it is important to understand that the SMP Project would convey 
natural gas, not a liquid product.  The primary component of natural gas is 
methane and low concentrations of ethane, that would, if released, dissipate as 
a gas into the atmosphere.  In addition, section 3.13.2 of the EIS explains that 
the likelihood for the proposed pipelines to loose integrity over the operating 
life of the project is extremely low. 

The EPA is referred to sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the EIS which consider system 
and route alternatives, respectively, including alternatives that would avoid or 
reduce project siting in karst sensitive areas. 

The EPA is referred to section 3.3.1.5 for a detailed description of springs in 
the SMP Project area, including the referenced Florida Springs Protection 
Area. 

FA2-6 See section 3.14.4 for additional information related to the GHG emissions 
from coal and natural gas as well as FERC's policy on conducting lifecycle 
analyses. 

FA2-7 See section 3.14.4 for additional information related to the GHG emissions 
from coal and natural gas as well as FERC's policy on conducting lifecycle 
analyses. 
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FA2-8 See response to comment FA2-04. 

FA2-9 See response to comment FA2-05.   

Regarding the EPA's concern that operation of the SMP Project could 
adversely impact community water supplies, refer to section 3.3.1.7 of the EIS 
for a detailed description of the potential impact that operation of the project 
could have on groundwater resources and public water supplies; we conclude 
that operation of the project would not have a significant impact on these 
resources. 

FA2-10 See response to comment FA2-23. 

  

FA2-8 

FA2-7 
(cont’d) 
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FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 
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FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 
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FA2-11 Section 1.1 provides the Applicants' stated purpose and need.  The purpose 
and need statement in section 4.0 was intended as a summary of the statement 
provided in section 1.1.  Section 1.0 has been revised to include the FERC’s 
stated mission. 

See the response to comment FA2-02 which explains that the FERC evaluates 
industry-initiated proposals for interstate natural gas capacity to meet stated 
customer needs.  This process necessitates that applicants explain their 
perceived purpose of the project, including timing, and propose facilities and 
routing to transport the requested capacity from a receipt point to a delivery 
point.  The SMP Applicants did so in their initial proposal and final 
application to the Commission.  We disagree that the stated purpose and need 
for the SMP Project overly constrained our review of reasonable alternatives 
as demonstrated by our comprehensive review of a wide-range of alternatives 
in section 4.0 of the EIS.   The EPA states that the Commission's letters 
authorizing the SMP Project Applicants to utilize our Pre-filing Process 
included "...approving the Applicant's narrowly defined geographic purpose".  
This is simply incorrect and appears to have contributed to the EPA's 
misunderstanding that authorization or routing decisions were made prior to 
implementing the NEPA process and prejudiced our review of alternatives. 
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FA2-12 See the response to comment FA2-02 which explains that schedule-related 
monetary damages that an applicant and its customer may agree to are at their 
risk and do not enter into our alternatives analysis. 

  
FA2-11 
(cont’d) 

FA2-12 



FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
-12 

 
FA2-13 See the response to comment FA2-02 which explains that land and material 

purchases that an applicant may make prior to the Commission rendering its 
decision are at the applicant's risk and do not enter into our alternatives 
analysis.  See also the response to comment FA2-11 concerning the SMP 
Project purpose and need. 

FA2-14 Appropriate regulatory requirements were considered by staff in the 
alternatives analysis.  As stated in section 1.0, the USACE assisted staff as a 
cooperating agency during the environmental review process.  Section 4.0 of 
the EIS details the comprehensive review of alternatives conducted for the 
SMP Project which included total and forested wetland impacts as one of many 
environmental factors considered in our evaluation of all major route 
alternatives and many route variations.  The EIS also identifies numerous route 
modifications to the Applicants' original proposal primarily to avoid or reduce 
wetland impacts.  A notable example includes the Green Swamp area of 
Florida, where Florida Audubon commented that "Through re-routing and 
mitigation, Sabal Trail has reduced overall impacts to the Green Swamp Area 
of Critical Concern..." and that "The Project as now designed resolves any of 
our prior stated concerns regarding wetlands, protected species, and mitigation" 
(see comment letter CO1).  In addition, the USACE assisted the FERC staff in 
its environmental review of the SMP Project, including project alternatives.  
Section 1.2.2 of the EIS describes USACE authority pursuant to the CWA and 
RHA. 

The USACE will address analysis of alternatives, wetland mitigation, and 
public interest review requirements as part of its review, as required under 
Section 10 and 404 of the Clean Water Act.   

FA2-15 Our analysis of alternatives does consider the number of waterbody crossings, 
where applicable, for each alternative.  However, we do not believe water 
supply and conservation significantly differentiate between any of the project 
alternatives because the Applicant's would use the same waterbody 
construction and mitigation procedures for any alternative as they would for 
the proposed project, and we conclude that those procedures avoid and 
minimize potential impacts on waterbodies to less than significant levels.  
Similarly and as noted in response to comment FA2-05, we conclude that 
construction and operation of the SMP Project would have no significant 
impact on the Floridan Aquifer; therefore, proximity to the Floridan Aquifer 
does not provide a decisive factor. 

FA2-16 It is unclear what areas the EPA considers to be the sensitive areas of the 
Floridan Aquifer, but the EPA is referred to response to comment FA2-05.    

The EPA is referred to section 3.1.2.3 which includes a detailed description of 
the resources, consultations, and studies used to characterize karst conditions, 
including site-specific geotechnical and geophysical investigations at all 
proposed HDD crossings and major aboveground facilities in karst sensitive 
areas.  Our geologists and hydrologists reviewed these studies and find that 
they adequately characterize karst conditions in the project area. 
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FA2-17 The number of pipeline crossings is not a meaningful factor for comparing 
alternatives because they are commonly completed as part of new pipeline 
construction and do not pose a public safety concern.   

Table 2.3.2-2 (Appendix D) lists the utility crossings associated with the SMP 
Project.  As discussed in section 2.3.2.7, the Applicants are required to comply 
with 49 CFR 192.325, which requires that the pipeline be installed with enough 
clearance from any other underground structure to allow proper maintenance 
and to protect against damage that might result from proximity to other 
structures. 

In addition, as discussed in section 3.13.1, Sabal Trail has committed to work 
with SONAT on the design and construction methods for the proposed 
crossings, cathodic protection systems, and future maintenance activities.  We 
have reviewed proposed pipeline crossings and find them sufficiently justified 
to minimize impacts on residences, cultural resources, and other environmental 
resources, and to address construction constraints. 

See also the response to comments FA2-5 and FA2-27, and referenced sections 
of the EIS, which explain that the SMP Project would not pose a significant 
threat to the Floridan Aquifer.  
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FA2-18 Section 4.1 of the EIS has been amended to clarify the USACE approach to 
considering the no-action alternative and to reference alternative modes of 
transportation that are evaluated as system alternatives in section 4.2 of the 
EIS.  As discussed, we determined that no system alternatives are preferable to 
the proposed action.   

In addition, on September 25, 2015, Port Dolphin Energy, LLC notified the 
FERC that it has abandoned its plans for a deepwater LNG import terminal off 
of Tampa Bay, Florida, having failed to negotiate commercial contracts for the 
facility and noting that, since inception of the project, the United States has 
become an exporter of natural gas.  Section 4.2.3 of the EIS has been revised to 
reflect cancellation of the Port Dolphin project. 

FA2-19 See response to comment FA2-18.  LNG import is not a practical alternative 
for meeting the SMP Project purpose and need.   

  

FA2-17 
(cont’d) 

FA2-18 

FA2-19 



FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
-15 

 

FA2-20 See response to comment FA2-18.  LNG import is not a practical alternative 
for meeting the SMP Project purpose and need and section 4.2 of the EIS 
has been amended to reference typical costs of LNG projects.   

FA2-21 See response to comment FA2-18.  LNG import is not a practical alternative 
for meeting the SMP Project purpose and need.   

FA2-22 As noted in section 4.0 of the EIS, we initially use desktop information to 
ensure comparative data between alternatives and because more detailed 
information such as field surveys is not generally available due to the scale 
of the alternatives.  However, the Commission can obtain more detailed data 
if needed to inform its analysis.  Further, based on our analysis of impacts in 
section 3.0 of the EIS, we believe that impacts on wetlands, forests, and 
other resources would be generally analogous for all alternatives (e.g., 
clearing and trenching would impact wetlands on an alternative route in a 
similar way to wetlands on the proposed route), and, therefore, acreage of 
impacts is an appropriate unit of comparison.  We have differentiated the 
types of land impacted such as forests, forested wetlands, other wetlands, 
and recreational and special interest areas.  We believe our analysis provides 
a meaningful comparison of alternatives, and, where applicable, discuss 
meaningful differences that exist.   
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FA2-23 Section 3.10.4 of the EIS details our analysis of potential impacts on 
environmental justice populations, including potential direct and indirect 
effects.  To clarify the basis for our comparative analysis, we have added a 
footnote into the tables in section 4.0 to reference to resource specific 
discussions in section 3.0. 

We believe that the metric of “Miles of EJ Communities Crossed” is 
sufficiently informative for the purpose of comparing alternatives considering 
that most project impacts are related to the length and location of the facilities 
relative to resources and our conclusion that limited impacts of the SMP 
Project would not have a disproportionately high and adverse impact on EJ 
communities.   

Collocation of linear infrastructure is a common practice as it generally 
reduces overall environmental impacts on a community.  As discussed in the 
EIS, the SMP Project would comply with applicable air and noise regulations 
and would not pose a significant risk to groundwater resources or public 
safety. 

FA2-24 Section 4.0 of the EIS describes the process undertaken to compare 
alternatives and explains that the level of detail considered progresses until it 
becomes clear whether or not an alternative satisfies the evaluation criteria.  
As detailed in the EIS and summarized in response to comments FA2-05 and 
FA2-16, we conclude that construction and operation of the SMP Project 
would not result in significant impacts on geologic features or groundwater 
resources, or pose a significant public safety hazard in karst areas.   However, 
we have quantified differences between routes in terms of "miles of karst 
areas crossed" and believe that unit of measure provides sufficient detail in 
comparing alternatives. 
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FA2-25 Our comparison of potential impacts on recreational and special interest 
areas in Section 4.0 presumed that the reader had read section 3.9.2.5 of 
the EIS, where these areas are described and potential direct and indirect 
effects are discussed.  To clarify the basis for our comparative analysis, we 
have added a footnote into the tables in section 4.0 to reference to resource 
specific discussions in section 3.0. 

FA2-26 As an independent Commission designated by Congress under EPAct 2005 
as the lead federal agency for review of interstate natural gas pipelines, the 
FERC is an entirely independent reviewer of the possible impacts on karst. 
As a federal commission, the FERC has no financial interest in the SMP 
Project. 

Refer to sections 1.2.1 and 1.2.3 of the EIS which recognize the substantial 
consultation between the FERC and federal, state, and local environmental 
agencies throughout the NEPA review process, including with the state 
geologic offices in Florida and Georgia and the water management districts 
in Florida. 

See response to comment FA2-5 regarding EPA's comment about a 
petition to designate the Floridan Aquifer as a sole source aquifer. 

FA2-27 EPA comments FA2-27 through FA2-39 and other comments generally 
question the adequacy of analysis conducted by FERC staff to characterize 
the geology and groundwater resources in karst sensitive areas, and 
whether the analysis sufficiently supports conclusion regarding 
environmental impacts and safety risks associated with locating the project 
in karst areas. 

The EIS includes a detailed and comprehensive analysis of karst geology 
and hydrology, and thoroughly explains the basis of FERC staff 
conclusions.  Section 3.1.2.3 devotes 10 pages describing karst conditions 
in the SMP Project area from a range of sources including previous 
literature; project-specific desktop analysis; site-specific studies including 
geotechnical and geophysical investigations; field inspections by FERC 
staff; input from the FGS, State Geologist of Georgia, Florida water 
management districts, and the public; and input from PHMSA and the 
Georgia and Florida Public Service Commissions regarding pipeline safety 
in karst areas.  The EIS describes the types and number of karst features 
present in the project area and various mechanisms that can trigger 
sinkhole activity, as well as the relative risk of karst activity based on 
existing conditions and the historical occurrence of karst features in the 
area.  Section 3.1.2.3 also explains the project-specific construction, 
mitigation, and monitoring measures that the Applicants would implement 
to safely construct and operate the proposed facilities in karst areas.  As 
explained in the EIS, karst geology and water resources are closely 
interconnected in the region.  Section 3.3.1 of the EIS devotes 19 pages 
largely to recognize the Floridan Aquifer System (FAS) as an important 
regional water resource, as a source of residential and public drinking 
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FA2-27 
(cont’d) 

water supply, and the source of numerous large and important springs in 
the region, and describe the hydrology of the aquifer.  Section 3.3.1 
includes a detailed description of how construction and operation of the 
SMP Project could impact the FAS and the project-specific construction, 
monitoring, and mitigation measures that the Applicants would implement 
to avoid or reduce impacts to less than significant levels.  The EIS also 
includes, either as an appendix or by reference, the detailed investigations, 
construction plans, and monitoring and mitigation measures conducted 
and/or prepared by the Applicants.  Furthermore, the FERC docket 
documents the extensive questioning by the FERC staff of the Applicants 
regarding karst geology and water resources, as well as the Applicants’ 
replies.   

FERC's team of karst geologist and hydrologists independently evaluated 
the information concerning karst geology and hydrology and concluded 
that, collectively, the information is sufficient to adequately characterize 
karst and water resources.  The EIS details the reasons for our conclusions 
that, if the SMP Project is constructed and operated in accordance with 
PHMSA regulations and project-specific construction, monitoring, and 
mitigation plans, as well as FERC staff recommendations, the project 
would not result in significant impacts on karst features or water resources, 
or represent a significant risk to public safety.  As detailed throughout the 
EIS, the primary reasons for these conclusions are:   

1. Over 98 percent of the proposed pipeline would be installed in a 
shallow trench, which could result in localized, temporary impacts but 
would not pose a significant, long term risk to water resources.  The 
Applicants would implement commonly used methods in Georgia and 
Florida to mitigate karst features that may be encountered during 
trench construction, as well as project-specific water management 
plans to avoid and minimize the potential to initiate sinkhole activity 
in and near the construction workspace.   

2. The remainder of the pipeline facilities would be installed using the 
HDD method.  Of the 26 proposed HDDs, only 5 HDDs proposed by 
Sabal Trail would encounter limestone bedrock in karst sensitive 
areas; as such, the EIS appropriately focused on these 5 HDD 
locations.  Detailed site-specific geotechnical and geophysical studies 
were completed to characterize karst geology at these 5 locations; 
springs were identified within 1 mile of these crossings; and wells 
were identified within at least 2,000 feet of these crossings.  None of 
the proposed HDDs occur in public wellhead protection areas or in 
proximity to major 1st or 2nd magnitude springs; only two 4th 
magnitude springs were identified within 0.5 mile of any of the 
proposed HDD installations, one of which is upgradient from the 
proposed HDD.   The EIS discloses the potential impacts that could 
occur on groundwater and surface water resources in proximity to 
HDDs and explains that the greatest impact would be increased 
turbidity associated with a loss of drilling mud in the FAS and 
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nearby wells, surface waters, and springs.  The EIS explains that 
drilling mud is commonly used in the installation of drinking water 
wells and is composed primarily of water and bentonite, a naturally 
occurring clay mineral.  The EIS further explains that increased 
turbidity due to the loss of drilling mud would be temporary and 
would diminish with time and distance from the point of loss, and 
details the specific methods that Sabal Trail would implement to avoid 
or minimize drilling mud loss and to monitor for and mitigate impacts 
on water resources in the event of a drilling mud loss.  The EIS also 
explains that pipeline segments installed by the HDD method would 
not have a significant impact on the flow regime or rates within the 
FAS or associated surface waters and springs. The FAS is of 
tremendous magnitude and extent, underlying an area of about 
100,000 square miles in southern Alabama, southeastern Georgia, 
southern South Carolina, and all of Florida. As an indication of its 
productivity, about 4 billion gallons of water was withdrawn from the 
FAS and an additional 8 billion gallons of water discharged from 
springs each day in 2000.  Thus, it is highly unlikely that a 7-foot-deep 
trench would affect the aquifer or drinking water wells that are 
typically much deeper.  

3. As described in section 3.3.2.4 of the EIS, the SMP Project would 
convey natural gas, not a liquid product.  Natural gas is a naturally 
occurring material comprised primarily of methane.  In the very 
unlikely event of an underground release from the pipeline facilities, 
the gas would migrate to the surface and dissipate into the atmosphere 
and not contaminate subsurface media. 

4. We reviewed interstate transmission pipeline accident data and 
contacted PHMSA and the pipeline safety coordinators within the 
public service commissions of Georgia and Florida and determined 
that many miles of interstate transmission pipeline have operated in 
karst areas of Florida and Georgia for decades without significant 
safety incident.  The Applicants also provided engineering estimates 
of between 50 and 140 feet that the proposed pipeline facilities could 
span unsupported, which would further reduce potential hazards under 
most sinkhole scenarios.  The EIS further documents that the pipeline 
and aboveground facilities would be designed in accordance with 
modern construction standards, including building foundations, and 
PHMSA safety and material regulations.  Lastly, the Applicants would 
visually monitor for signs of subsidence that could impact the facilities 
during operation, and would take appropriate steps to mitigate any 
subsidence that develops. 
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FA2-28 See response to comment FA2-27.  The EIS has been revised to explain 
that, based on the limited construction footprint and karst triggering 
mechanisms, identification of karst features within 0.25 of the pipeline 
route adequately characterizes geologic conditions for the purposes of 
construction and mitigation planning.  We also note that karst features 
including fracture traces, springs, and caves were identified within at 1 
mile of the HDDs proposed in karst sensitive areas. 

FA2-29 See response to comment FA2-27.   
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FA2-30 See response to comment FA2-27 and section 3.1.2.3 which explain that 
the detailed geologic studies conducted sufficiently characterize karst 
conditions in the project area.  Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS notes the 
development of sinkholes within the City of Albany wellfield. 

FA2-31 See response to comment FA2-27 and section 3.1.2.3 which explain that 
the detailed geologic studies conducted sufficiently characterize karst 
conditions in the project area, including for the FSC Project.  We also 
clarify for the EPA that the originally proposed route of the Sabal Trail 
Mainline through Gilchrist County, as depicted in Sabal Trail's request to 
utilize the FERC Pre-filing Process, was subsequently modified to cross 
the Santa Fe River at the same location where the existing FGT pipeline 
was successfully installed by HDD beneath the river, and then crossing 
diagonally through the Waccasassa Flats, an area in central Gilchrist 
County with increased cover over the FAS. 
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FA2-32 See response to comment FA2-27.  The potential for karst mitigation 
materials to impact the FAS is discussed in section 3.3.1.7 of the EIS. 

FA2-33 See response to comment FA2-27.  The EIS discloses that the Sabal Trail 
Mainline would be installed in unconsolidated material by shallow 
trenching 350 to 450 feet from wells within the Albany well field and 
explains that this construction method does not pose a significant risk to 
the well field or underlying aquifer.  The City of Albany elected to site the 
well field on land crossed by two other, older pipelines, and did not report 
any well or water quality issues with the existing pipelines in its comments 
to the Commission.  In addition, the depth of the trench in this area would 
be well above the bottom of the wells, and is therefore not likely to have 
any effect. 

FA2-34 See response to comment FA2-27.  The Applicants indicated that the 
proposed pipelines could span 50 to 140 feet unsupported, further reducing 
the potential for a serious pipeline incident under most sinkhole 
development scenarios. 
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FA2-35 See response to comment FA2-27.  Site-specific geotechnical and 
geophysical information was obtained for alternatives that were more 
closely considered for the Albany Compressor Station as well as the Sabal 
Trail Mainline crossing of the Suwannee River.  The level of information 
regarding karst conditions and other factors in the alternatives analysis is 
sufficient to determine whether the alternative could or could not meet the 
evaluation criteria. 

FA2-36 As stated in section 3.1.2.3, large vibrations would not be anticipated to be 
transferred to the subsurface and would be absorbed by the compressor 
building foundations.  In addition, the proposed compressor buildings 
would be centrally located on larger parcels owned by the Applicants and 
would be set back from the nearest structures by at least 1,200 feet.  We 
conclude that the risk of vibrations from the compressors to initiate 
sinkholes that would damage other structures is very low. 

FA2-37 See response to comment FA2-27.  Sections 2.3.2.1 and 3.1.2.3 of the EIS 
describe the HDD construction method and summarize the measures that 
the Applicants would implement to avoid or minimize drilling mud loss; 
appendix E includes the detailed, project-specific HDD drilling and 
contingency plans prepared by the Applicants.  These plans sufficiently 
describe the subsurface conditions encountered along the HDD drill paths; 
how the HDD installations would be accomplished to avoid or reduce 
potential impacts on karst features and related water resources to less than 
significant levels; the monitoring of wells and springs before, during and. 
if necessary, after drilling operations; and in the event HDD cannot be 
successfully installed, several waterbody crossing options.  Due to the 
existing high degree of karst and interconnectivity of the FAS at the 
proposed HDDs, karst features that could develop in conjunction with the 
project would not have a significant impact on surface water or 
groundwater hydrology.  
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FA2-38 The Sabal Trail Mainline would be located within limestone bedrock and 
offset from the existing FGT pipeline at the Santa Fe River crossing by at 
least 50 feet.  As detailed in section 3.13, the potential for either pipeline to 
catastrophically fail at any given location is extremely remote.  Thus, 
construction and operation of the Sabal Trail Mainline does not pose a 
significant risk of damage to the existing FGT pipeline. 
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FA2-39 See response to comments FA2-27, FA2-37, and FA2-38.  The cause of the 
May 31, 2015 pipeline incident in the Arkansas River is under 
investigation.  However, we note that the pipeline in that case had been 
installed via trenching with 4 feet of cover below the river bed, whereas the 
Sabal Trail Mainline would be installed in bedrock at least 40 feet below 
the river bed at the five HDDs within limestone. 

FA2-40 Section 3.3.2.4 of the EIS has been amended to acknowledge this concern.  
However, we conclude that streambed scour would pose a significant 
concern to the SMP Project for the following reasons:  1) the majority of 
the waterbodies crossed by the project are low-gradient streams which do 
not commonly experience deep, incisive events; 2) all of the major 
waterbodies would be crossed using the HDD method, which would install 
the pipeline at least 40 feet below the stream bed and in bedrock in many 
instances; and 3) the Applicants have committed to monitoring their 
pipeline facilities, including after high-precipitation or flood events, and 
would  act to mitigate any pipeline that may become exposed (e.g., by 
armoring, reburial).   
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FA2-41 The potential for trench dewatering and how the water would be managed is 
discussed in section 2.3.1.5 of the EIS.  In addition, each Applicant provided 
a detailed description of how discharges associated with trench dewatering 
would be managed in their respective construction plans, as referenced in 
section 2.3 of the EIS.  The EIS has been revised to explain that Sabal Trail 
would also utilize a technique referred to as “laying ahead of the ditch” to 
reduce the potential for storm water to initiate karst activity.  With this 
method, the time that the trench remains open should not exceed two to 
three days, thus limiting the opportunity for water to collect in the trench. 

FA2-42 See our response to comment FA2-17. 

FA2-43 See our response to comments FA2-27 and FA2-41. The EIS also discloses 
that surface water can trigger karst activity, and appendix F details the 
measures that the Applicants would implement to control water on the right-
of-way in a manner that avoids or minimizes the potential to initiate karst 
activity. 

Hydrostatic test water would be contained within the interior of the pipelines 
during testing and, as such, would not create the potential to initiate karst 
activity as would an unlined surface water impoundment. 

Section 2.3 of the EIS and associated construction plans explain the use of 
trench plugs to limit the flow of water within the trench, and section 2.6.1 
explains that the Applicants would conduct aerial and ground patrols of the 
right-of-way during operations to watch for signs of erosion, subsidence, 
and other features that may develop, and would address any concerns 
accordingly. 
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FA2-44 Water withdrawals are discussed in section 3.3.3 of the EIS, and include a 
description of how the Applicants would comply with the permitting 
requirements of each respective state.  These requirements are based, in part, 
on compliance with State water quality standards.  Section 3.3.3 has been 
amended to reference the state water quality and use compatibility. 

FA2-45 The Applicants have adopted our Wetland and Waterbody Construction and 
Mitigation Procedures, which include measures addressing hydrostatic test 
water withdrawals.  These measures are outlined in the Applicant’s 
construction and restoration plans as discussed in section 2.3 of the EIS.  See 
also our response to comments FA2-27 and FA2-37. 

FA2-46 A summary of locations where the construction right-of-way width would be 
greater than the nominal 75-foot-wide construction right-of-way in wetlands, 
and the justifications for why, is provided in Table 2.3-1 in appendix D of the 
EIS, and section 2.3.  Based on the reasons identified, we conclude that 
additional workspace is justified at the identified locations, and that the 
applicant’s restoration and mitigation measures are adequate.  In addition, we 
amended section 3.4.2.1 to clarify the construction right-of-way in wetlands is 
nominally 75 feet wide.   
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FA2-47 Wetland mitigation measures are summarized in our response to comment 
FA2-3.  The FERC staff does not believe it is practical or necessary to include 
wetland data sheets as part of the EIS, but refers the EPA to the Applicants' 
respective USACE applications SAM-2014-00238 and SAM-2014-00655 in 
Alabama; SAS-2013-00942 in Georgia; and SAJ-2013-03030 and SAJ-2013-
03099 in Florida.   Finally, the FERC acknowledges in section 3.4.2.2 of the 
EIS that some wetland functions would be degraded following construction 
and has modified the section to acknowledge that the USACE will address 
post-construction UMAM and WRAP scores in defining wetland mitigation 
requirements as required under Section 404 of the CWA. 

FA2-48 Based on the FERC staff experience with other pipeline projects, we find that 
our standard condition to monitor wetlands until restoration is successful and 
file a report within 3 years is adequate considering the extended growing 
season conditions in the SMP Project area.  Wetland monitoring reports could 
not be included in the EIS since construction and restoration have not 
occurred.  As described in section 3.5.5 of this EIS, each Applicant included 
an Invasive Species Management Plan as part of their applications with the 
FERC.  The FERC staff does not believe it is necessary to include them as 
part of the EIS, but table 2.3-2 provides the FERC Docket Accession Number 
where each document can be found. 

FA2-49 See our response to comments FA2-05, FA2-16, and FA2-27, as well as 
section 4.3 of the EIS which analyzes various route alternatives that would 
avoid or reduce the crossing length in karst geology areas of Georgia and 
Florida. 

FA2-50 Section 3.3.1.5 discusses springs and springsheds in proximity to the project 
and section 3.3.1.7 details the potential impacts that the project could have on 
springs in the area.  See also our response to comments FA2-05, FA2-27, and 
FA2-28. 
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FA2-51 See our response to comments FA2-05, FA2-27, FA2-33, and section 4 of the 
EIS which analyze system and route alternatives that would avoid or reduce 
the proposed pipeline crossing length in areas of karst geology. 

As discussed in our response to comments FA2-17 and section 2.3.2.7 of the 
EIS, table 2.3.2-2 (appendix D) lists the utility crossings associated with the 
SMP Project.  The Applicants are required to comply with 49 CFR 192.325, 
which requires that the pipeline be installed with enough clearance from any 
other underground structure to allow proper maintenance and to protect 
against damage that might result from proximity to other structures.  The 
Applicants would work with the owners of foreign utilities, including the 
Dixie Pipeline, to maintain the integrity of existing and proposed facilities 
where crossovers occur. 

FA2-52 See section 3.14.4 for additional information related to the GHG emissions 
from coal and natural gas as well as FERC's policy on conducting lifecycle 
analyses. 

FA2-53 As noted in the EIS, under most circumstances, operation of the pipeline 
facilities would not limit the ability to conduct prescribed burns or affect the 
ability to control and/or mange wildfires.  Any prescribed burns that are 
conducted by landowners or land-managing agencies should be coordinated 
with the Applicants to ensure pipeline and aboveground facilities are not 
impacted by burn activities.   
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FA3-1 We acknowledge the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (FWS) comments on the 
draft EIS and Biological Assessment.  The Biological Assessment in the final 
EIS has been updated to include additional project information and 
conservation measures that FSC proposes to implement.  FERC Environmental 
Staff are coordinating with the Vero Beach Office to further address the FWS's 
comments and complete section 7 consultation for the SMP Project.   
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FA3-1 
(cont’d) 



FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
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FA3-1 
(cont’d) 



FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
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FA3-1 
(cont’d) 



FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
-43 

FA3-1 
(cont’d) 



FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
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FA3-1 
(cont’d) 



FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
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FA3-1 
(cont’d) 



FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
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FA3-1 
(cont’d) 



FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
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FA3-1 
(cont’d) 



FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
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FA3-1 
(cont’d) 



FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
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FA3-1 
(cont’d) 



FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
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FA3-1 
(cont’d) 



FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
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FA3-1 
(cont’d) 



FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
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FA3-1 
(cont’d) 



FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
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FA3-1 
(cont’d) 



FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
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FA3-1 
(cont’d) 



FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
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FA3-1 
(cont’d) 



FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
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FA3-1 
(cont’d) 



FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
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FA3-1 
(cont’d) 



FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
-58 

 

 

FA3-1 
(cont’d) 



FEDERAL AGENCIES 
FA4 – U.S. Representatives Bishop, Lewis, Johnson, and Scott 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
-59 

  

FA4-1 The Commission has responded directly to this comment. 

 

  

FA4-1 



FA4 – U.S. Representatives Bishop, Lewis, Johnson, and Scott (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
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FA4-1 
(cont’d) 



FA4 – U.S. Representatives Bishop, Lewis, Johnson, and Scott (cont’d) 

Federal Agency Comments 

O
-61 

 

 

FA4-1 
(cont’d) 



NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES 
NAT1 – Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 

Native American Tribe Comments 

O
-62 

  

NAT1-1 Comment noted. 

 

NAT1-1 



NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES 
NAT2 – Seminole Tribe of Florida 

Native American Tribe Comments 

O
-63 

  

NAT2-1 The text of the EIS has been updated to clarify that the Seminole Tribe of 
Florida's standard consultation policy covers the entire state of Florida, and 
further that we will consult with the tribe regarding sites of religious and 
cultural significance. 

  

NAT2-1 



NAT2 – Seminole Tribe of Florida (cont’d) 

Native American Tribe Comments 

O
-64 

 

NAT2-1 We asked FSC and Sabal Trail to provide the Seminole Tribe of Florida with all 
applicable cultural resources reports and plans prepared for their respective 
projects.  The text of the FEIS regarding the November 15 meeting has been 
corrected to "2013." 

 

NAT2-2 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS 
LA1 – Roger B. Marietta, Commissioner, City of Albany 

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments 

O
-65 

  
LA1-1 Section 3.10.4 addresses environmental justice.  As discussed in section 

3.10.4.2, racial minorities (which includes African Americans/Black) were 
identified as an environmental justice population. 

LA1-2 The commentor's concerns about the ambient noise surveys (tests) and noise 
propagation calculations are noted.  However, the noise analysis discussed in 
section 3.12.2 of the EIS evaluated the noise attributable to the compressor 
stations (not including background from other sources) for demonstration with 
the Commission's 55 dBA Ldn guideline.  As such, the background does not 
affect that part of the noise analysis.  The analysis also evaluated the noise 
increase (over ambient).  For this part of the review, a lower ambient noise 
level would result in a larger increase.  As such, using lower existing conditions 
would estimate higher noise increases.  For the noise analysis, the calculations 
are based on noise propagation and minimal, basic losses from things like 
ground cover.  As such, we determined that these analyses are sufficient to 
demonstrate that the noise from the compressor station would not adversely 
affect the nearby noise sensitive areas.  Recommendation #28 in section 5 
would require Sabal Trail to complete a noise survey once the compressor 
station is operational to ensure that the noise levels meet the Commission's 
noise guideline. 

LA1-3 Potential health effects of air emissions from the proposed compressor stations 
are discussed in section 3.12.1.3. 

LA1-4 Section 3.10.2.6 (which cross references to section 3.10.1.6) discusses the 
impact on property values as a result of natural gas pipeline projects.   

LA1-5 As identified in section 3.10.4, based on census tract data, environmental 
justice populations were identified and impacts considered within 1-mile area 
around the project facilities.  The commentor’s presumption that we failed to 
consider the concerns of Mount Zion Church because it is majority African 
American is incorrect.  In fact, the EIS specifically notes that the Mount Zion 
Church is located 1.4 miles from the proposed compressor station and that the 
station would be unseen and unheard by church goers.  Section 3.10.4 
concludes that the Sabal Trail Project would not disproportionately impact 
environmental justice populations in Dougherty County. 

LA1-6  See sections 3.1 and 3.3 of the EIS; section 3.3.1.7 specifically includes a 
detailed discussion of the City of Albany well field and explains why 
construction and operation of the project would not pose a significant risk to 
groundwater resources or the City of Albany well field.  See also the response 
to comments FA2-5, FA2-27, FA2-30, and FA2-33.   

 

 

LA1-1 

LA1-3 

LA1-4 

LA1-5 

LA1-2 

LA1-6 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS 
LA2 – Roger B. Marietta, Commissioner, City of Albany 

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments 

O
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LA2-1 Potential health effects of air emissions from the proposed compressor stations 
are discussed in section 3.12.1.3. 
 

  

LA2-1 



LA2 – Roger B. Marietta, Commissioner, City of Albany (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Official Comments 

Z
-67 

 

 

LA2-1 
(cont’d) 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS 
LA3 – Roger B. Marietta, Commissioner, City of Albany 

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments 

O
-68 

 

LA3-1 As described in section 1.2, one of our principal purposes in preparing this EIS 
was to identify and assess potential impacts on the natural and human 
environment that would result from constructing and operating the SMP 
Project.  Our analysis considered impacts on the public, and assessed 
appropriate measures to avoid or further reduce/minimize impacts.  

 
LA3-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS 
LA4 – Roger B. Marietta, Commissioner, City of Albany 

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments 

O
-69 

  

LA4-1 Potential health effects of air emissions from the proposed compressor stations 
are discussed in section 3.12.1.3. 

LA4-2 Section 3.10.2.6 addresses property value impacts associated with the Sabal 
Trail Project. 

LA4-3 Section 3.12.2 addresses noise impacts associated with the Sabal Trail Project 
and Albany Compressor Station. 

LA4-4 See the response to comment LA3-1. 

LA4-5 Section 4.4.2.1 describes our analysis of six alternative sites for the Albany 
Compressor Station and concludes that none offer a significant environmental 
advantage over Sabal Trail’s proposed site.  In addition, section 1.3 notes that 
Sabal Trail abandoned its originally proposed site along Newton Road due to 
community concerns.  As indicated in the docket in this proceeding, these 
concerns included proximity to the Albany well field, a fire station, and church; 
visual impacts from Newton Road, considered to be a “gateway” into Albany; 
potential effects from being along the flight path into the Albany airport; and 
proximity to environmental justice populations (the Newton Road site is located 
within a designated environmental justice census tract). 

 

LA4-1 

LA4-2, 3 

LA4-4 
LA4-5 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS 
LA5 – Roger B. Marietta, Commissioner, City of Albany 

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments 

O
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LA5-1 Potential health effects of air emissions from the proposed compressor stations 
are discussed in section 3.12.1.3. 

LA5-2 Section 4.4.2.1 of the EIS considers numerous factors in analyzing six 
alternatives to the proposed Albany Compressor Station site and concludes that 
none offer a significant environmental advantage over the proposed location.  
Cost was not a factor in the analysis.  Section 3.12.1.3 discusses potential 
health effects of air emissions from the proposed compressor station. 

 

 

LA5-1 
 
 
 

 
LA5-2 

 
 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS 
LA6 – Roger B. Marietta, Commissioner, City of Albany 

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments 

O
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LA6-1 Potential health effects of air emissions from the proposed compressor stations are 
discussed in section 3.12.1.3. 

LA6-2 The Applicants have developed construction plans that would require sealing the 
wetland boundaries and/or bottom of the trench in wetlands if the trench could 
impact wetland hydrology.  These plans are discussed in 3.4.2.1 and incorporated 
by reference in sections 2.3.2.  Further, we note that the Applicant's construction 
plans require annual monitoring of wetlands until restoration is considered 
complete. 

LA6-3 See the response to comments FA2-27 and LA1-6.    

LA6-3 See the response to comment FA2-27.  Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS includes a 
detailed description of karst geology and explains the basis for our conclusion that 
operation of the proposed facilities in karst areas would not pose a significant risk 
to public safety. 

 

LA6-1 

LA6-2, 3 

LA6-4 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS 
LA7 – Roger B. Marietta, Commissioner, City of Albany 

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments 

O
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LA7-1 It is unclear where the referenced tree clearing was observed relative to Sabal 
Trail’s proposal.  However, Sabal Trail commented on the docket in this 
proceeding that it has not initiated tree clearing. 

LA7-2 Sabal Trail has designed the proposed facility to avoid impacting wetlands on 
the site. 

LA7-3 As indicated in section 3.3.1.7 of the EIS, as indicated in the City of Albany 
Wellhead Protection Plan, the nearest City well to the proposed compressor 
station site is Well #135, which is 2.2 miles from the compressor station site.  
The Wellhead Protection Plan also indicates that the compressor station would 
be located outside of the outer management zone for Well #135.  We have 
received no comments to document that the compressor station would be 
"nearly on top" of a municipal well. 

LA7-4 See the response to comment LA6-2. 

LA7-5 See the response to comment CO25-14. 

LA7-6 We acknowledge in Section 3.4.2 of the EIS that the proposed pipeline would 
impact wetlands, and this includes wetlands within the City of Albany well 
field management zones.  However, the impacts would be minimized and 
mitigated, and as described in comment CO6-1, the natural gas in the pipeline 
would not affect water resources. 

 

 

LA7-1 

LA7-2 
LA7-3 

LA7-4 

LA7-5 

LA7-6 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS 
LA8 – Roger B. Marietta, Commissioner, City of Albany 

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments 

O
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LA8-1 See response to comment LA4-5. 

 

 

LA8-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS 
LA9 – Roger B. Marietta, Commissioner, City of Albany 

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments 

O
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LA9-1 See section 4.4.2 and response to comment LA4-5.  

 

 

LA9-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS 
LA10 – Earl Arnett, Commissioner, Marion County, Board of County Commissioners 

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments 

O
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LA10-1 Comment of support noted. 

 

 

LA10-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS 
LA11 – Fred Hawkins, Jr., Commissioner Osceola Board of County Commissioners 

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments 

O
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LA11-1 Comment of support noted. 

 

LA11-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS 
LA12 – Stan McClain, Commissioner, Marion County, Board of County Commissioners 

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments 

O
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LA12-1 Comment of support noted. 

 

 

LA12-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS 
LA13 – Roger B. Marietta, Commissioner, City of Albany 

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments 

O
-78 

 

LA13-1 Public safety is a significant consideration in siting natural gas transmission 
facilities.  As detailed in section 3.13, the SMP Project would be designed, 
constructed, and operated in accordance with DOT PHMSA regulations in 49 
CFR 192 that are protective of public safety. 

  

LA13-2 Comment noted. 

LA13-3 See the response to comment LA4-5. 

 

 

 

LA13-1 

LA13-2 

LA13-3 



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO1 – Audubon Florida 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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 Note:  Audubon Florida filed two versions of its comment letter on the draft EIS.  The 
comment letter reproduced here is Audubon Florida’s revised letter. 

 

CO1-1 The Audubon's comments regarding Sabal Trail's proposed routing in sensitive 
areas are noted. 

CO1-2 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

 

 

CO1-1 

CO1-2 



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO2 – Associated Industries of Florida 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO2-1 Comment noted. 

CO2-2 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

CO2-1 

CO2-2 



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO3 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-81 

 

CO3-1 We reviewed the additional information provided by the commentors and 
conclude that the proposed variation would be longer and affect more trees 
within the wooded area crossed by the propose route.  In addition, prescribed 
burns are typically allowed if coordinated with the pipeline operator.  As a 
result, we conclude that the commentor’s recommended route variation would 
not provide a significant environmental advantage over Sabal Trail’s proposed 
route. 

  

  

  

  

  

 

  

CO3-1 



CO3 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO3-1 
(cont’d) 



CO3 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO3 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO3 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO3 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO3 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO3 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO3 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO3 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO3 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO3 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO3 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO3 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO3 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO3 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO4 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO4-1 See response to comment CO3-1. 
 

  

  

  

  

  

 

 

  

CO4-1 



CO4 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO4-1 
(cont’d) 



CO4 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-100 

 

 

  



CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO5-1 As discussed in section 3.9, Sabal Trail must obtain easements from 
landowners to construct and operate natural gas facilities.  However, the FERC 
does not become directly involved in negotiations between applicants and 
affected landowners.   

CO5-2 Natural gas pipelines are often located adjacent to roadways. 

CO5-3 We reviewed the information provided and conclude that routing the Mainline 
onto the Halpata-Tastanaki Preserve would impact sensitive species and 
habitats in the preserve.  As a result, the route variation recommended by the 
commentor would not offer a significant environmental advantage over Sabal 
Trail’s proposal which, as indicated in the docket for this proceeding, was 
developed in consultation with the FDEP and Florida Audubon.  We also note 
that Sabal Trail’s proposal would have limited impact on Bel Lago Hamlet as 
the pipeline would be located in FDOT right-of-way and be installed via bore 
beneath the Bel Lago Hamlet entrance road, which would maintain access to 
the community during construction. 

  

  

  

 

  

CO5-1 

CO5-2 

CO5-3 



CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO5 – Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO6 – Dutch Bend LLC 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-123 

 

  



CO6 – Dutch Bend LLC (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-124 

 

CO6-1 Each Applicant has developed plans to minimize the potential for and address any 
spill or release of hazardous materials during construction, which are included in 
Appendix I and discussed in section 3.3.2.4 of the EIS.  As noted in section 
3.3.2.2, no potable water intakes are located within 3 miles of the SMP Project; 
therefore, we conclude that the project would not impact any drinking water 
supplies obtained from surface waters.  In addition, unlike a release of crude oil or 
refined product, a natural gas leak would quickly dissipate to the atmosphere and 
not contaminate subsurface media. 

CO6-2 See response to comment CO6-1.  The distance gas would travel downstream 
would be on the order of feet, depending on the velocity and depth of the 
waterbody where a release occurs.   

CO6-3 Section 3.7.2.10 has been added to the EIS to analyze potential natural gas leak 
impacts on aquatic species. 

CO6-4 As stated in section 3.7.2.8, Sabal Trail would cross Hillabee Creek and the 
Tallapoosa River using the HDD method, which would avoid direct impacts on 
these waterbodies.  Implementation of the soil erosion control and restoration 
measures discussed throughout the EIS would further minimize or avoid impacts 
on these waterbodies and fisheries. 

CO6-5 See the response to comment CO6-4. 

CO6-6 Per DOT requirements, the Applicants would be required to develop emergency 
response plans in coordination with state and local officials.  These emergency 
procedures would provide for adequate means of communication, notification, and 
coordination with appropriate fire, police, and other public officials, as well as for 
the availability of personnel, equipment, tools, and materials needed to respond to 
an emergency. 

CO6-7 As discussed in section 3.13, the potential for a natural gas leak to occur from the 
proposed facilities is very low.  Also, as discussed in section 3.3.2.4, natural gas, 
if released, is not water soluble, and would dissipate into the air without affecting 
water quality.  Therefore, the potential for a natural gas leak to occur in a quantity 
large enough to significantly and adversely affect waterbodies, and any associated 
aquatic life, recreational opportunities, property values, etc., is very low.  

CO6-8 See the response to comment CO6-7. 

 

  

CO6-1 

CO6-2 

CO6-3 
CO6-4 

CO6-5 

CO6-6 

CO6-7 
CO6-8 



CO6 – Dutch Bend LLC (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO6-9 Transco is not requesting approval of any underground storage in this 

proceeding.   

CO6-10 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

CO6-11 See the response to comment CO6-2. 

CO6-12 See the response to comment CO6-3. 

CO6-13 See section 3.7.2 of the EIS for a discussion of potential impacts on fisheries 
from the open cut crossing method proposed at Hillabee Creek.  

CO6-14 Implementation of the soil erosion control and restoration measures discussed 
throughout the EIS would minimize or avoid impacts to these waterbodies and 
fisheries. 

CO6-15 See the response to comment CO6-6. 

CO6-16 See the response to comment CO6-7. 

CO6-17 See the response to comment CO6-7. 

CO6-18 See the response to comment CO6-6. 

CO6-19 Table 3.10.1-5 lists the number and distance to local fire departments, hospitals, 
and police/sheriff departments in counties affected by the project.  Section 
3.13.1 addresses local emergency response, including DOT requirements for 
the Applicants to establish and maintain liaison with appropriate fire, police, 
and public officials to learn the resources and responsibilities of each 
organization that may respond to a natural gas pipeline emergency, and to 
coordinate mutual assistance.  The Applicants would utilize the emergency 
procedures contained in each project emergency response plan, which require 
communication with emergency responders on an annual basis.  Local contact 
phone numbers, external contact information, equipment or resources available 
for mobilization, and any specific procedures to be followed for the Applicants 
would be incorporated into the emergency response plans prior to 
commencement of pipeline operations.  The Applicants would also establish a 
continuing education program to enable customers, the public, government 
officials, and those engaged in excavation activities to recognize a gas pipeline 
emergency and report it to appropriate public officials. 

CO6-20 The potential impact radius is described in section 3.13.1. 

CO6-21 The noise from compressor stations associated with the project would be 
controlled through the installation of noise control equipment (such as 
acoustically treated buildings, turbine exhaust mufflers, and turbine air intake 
silencers).  Post-construction noise surveys would verify the effectiveness of 
these controls and ensure that the stations meet the FERC noise guideline and 
applicable state/local noise limits. 

CO6-10 

CO6-11 

CO6-12 
CO6-13 

CO6-14 

CO6-15 

CO6-16 
CO6-17 

CO6-18 

CO6-19 

CO6-20 
CO6-21 

CO6-9 



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO7 – Lake Martin Resource Association 

Company and Organization Comments 
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CO7 – Lake Martin Resource Association (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 
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CO7 – Lake Martin Resource Association (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO7-1 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

CO7-2 See the response to comment CO6-2. 

CO7-3 See the response to comment CO6-3. 

CO7-4 See the response to comment CO6-4. 

CO7-5 See the response to comment CO6-4. 

CO7-6 See the response to comment CO6-6. 

CO7-7 See the response to comment CO6-7. 

CO7-8 See the response to comment CO6-7. 

CO7-9 See the response to comment CO6-6. 
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CO7-10 See the response to comment CO6-9. 

CO7-11 See the response to comment CO6-2. 

CO7-12 See the response to comment CO6-2. 

CO7-13 See the response to comment CO6-3. 

CO7-14 See the response to comment CO6-13. 

CO7-15 See the response to comment CO6-14. 

CO7-16 See the response to comment CO6-6. 

CO7-17 See the response to comment CO6-7. 

CO7-18 See the response to comment CO6-7. 

CO7-19 See the response to comment CO6-6. 

CO7-19 

CO7-10 

CO7-11 

CO7-12 

CO7-13 
CO7-14 

CO7-15 

CO7-16 

CO7-17 
CO7-18 
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CO8-1 We disagree.  The analysis provided in section 3.14 adequately assesses 
cumulative impacts and is consistent with NEPA requirements.   

CO8-2 See the response to comment C08-1 and CO13-5. 

CO8-3 Existing energy projects were considered in section 3.14.1.1. 
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CO8-4 See section 3.14.4 for additional information related to the GHG emissions and 
climate change. 

CO8-5 Section 1.1 details the Applicants’ stated purpose and need for the SMP Project 
and references the long term precedent agreements that the Applicants have 
entered into with their customers and evidence of market need.  Further, we 
maintain that alternative energy supplies and conservation measures would not 
meet the overall purpose of the Applicants’ proposal which is to transport 
natural gas to Florida for electric generation. 

CO8-6 Cumulative impacts on the natural environment are described in section 3.14.  
Consistent with CEQ guidance, regions of influence were identified for each 
resource potentially affected by the SMP Project and a cumulative impacts 
analysis was completed accordingly.   
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(cont’d) 
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CO8-7 Comment noted. 

CO8-8 Comment noted.  As stated in section 4.1, the No Action Alternative would 
avoid the impacts associated with the SMP Project, but would not meet the 
need for the natural gas capacity of the project as expressed in the long-term 
precedent agreements between the Applicants and their customers.  Section 
1.2.1 explains that the Commission will weigh various factors in determining if 
the SMP Project is in the public convenience and necessity. 

CO8-6 

(cont’d) 

CO8-7 

CO8-8 
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CO9 – WWALS 
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CO9-1 The EIS details the information we reviewed and which was of sufficient detail 
to support our conclusions regarding the potential environmental impacts of the 
SMP Project. 

CO9-2 The FERC inadvertently included drawings from the originally proposed 
crossing locations for the Withlacoochee River and Suwannee River in the draft 
EIS, and not the current proposed crossing of the Suwannee River.  However, 
the current proposed crossing was evaluated throughout the draft EIS, and the 
correct drawing depicting the proposed crossing of the Suwannee Rive is 
included in the final EIS.  This drawing was filed by Sabal Trail on February 
20, 2015 as part of a supplemental filing in Appendix A under accession 
number 20150220-5131. 

CO9-3 Table 6.5-1 was included in Sabal Trail's draft Resource Report 6 filed on June 
16, 2014, and in its final Resource Report 6 filed on November 21, 2014.  A 
revised table 6.5-1 was filed on February 20, 2015 incorporating the current 
HDD crossing location of the Suwannee River.  In its November 9, 2015 
Response to Comments on the draft EIS, Sabal Trail confirmed that table 6.5-1 
filed on September 30, 2015 is applicable to the current proposed route, 
including the crossing of the Suwannee River. 

CO9-4 See the response to comments CO9-2 and CO9-3.  See also the response to 
comment FA2-27 and section 3.1.2.3, which explain that karst geologic 
conditions were adequately characterized for our analysis of the SMP Project. 
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CO10 – WWALS 
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CO10-1 The DOT safety standards were enacted to ensure that people and the 
environment are protected from the risk of pipeline incidents.  In addition, the 
higher safety factors that are required in class locations representing more 
populated areas are in place to provided added protection to people and the 
environment (this should not be interpreted to mean rural areas have lower 
safety standards).  As such, we conclude that, with the implementation of the 
DOT safety standards during operation of the Sabal Trail Project and associated 
aboveground facilities, the public would not face a significant increase safety 
risk.   
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO11 – WWALS 

Company and Organization Comments 
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CO11-1 Section 3.3.1.6 of the EIS identifies the Falmouth cave and section 3.3.1.7 
explains why construction of the project would not pose a significant risk to the 
Falmouth cave or other known caves in the area.  Figure 3.3.1-3 depicts 
springs, caves, fracture traces, and hydrologic information for the Floridan 
Aquifer at the proposed Suwannee River crossing.  See also the response to 
comment CO9-4. 

Section 3.8.1 identifies federally listed threatened and endangered species that 
could be affected by the SMP Project, including the Squirrel Chimney Cave 
Shrimp, and concludes that the project would have no effect on this species.  
The pallid cave crayfish is a state listed species that occurs in caves in northern 
Florida and has been added to table 3.8.2-2 of the EIS. 
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CO12-1 See the response to comment FA2-27 and sections 3.1 and 3.3 of the EIS which 
explain that LiDAR was one of several resources used to adequately 
characterize karst geologic and hydrogeologic conditions in the project area. 
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Company and Organization Comments 
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CO13-1 The  Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS and the draft EIS were sent to over 
5,000 parties including affected landowners, abutters, concerned citizens, 
federal, state and local agencies, Native American tribes, libraries, newspapers, 
elected officials, and environmental and public interest groups.  Section 1.3 of 
the EIS further describes the public review and comment process. 

CO13-2 Comment noted.  Section 2.3 summarize the measures that would be 
implemented throughout project construction and operation to avoid and 
minimize erosion and sedimentation, and detailed construction and restoration 
plans are included as appendices or by reference into the EIS.  Section 1.2.2 
explains the role of the USACE in the environmental review and permitting of 
the SMP Project in accordance with the CWA and other regulations.  Sections 
3.3 and 3.4 describe water resources and wetlands in the project area; disclose 
potential impacts on these resources; and describe the measures that would be 
implemented to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts. 
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CO13-2 



CO13 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-149 

 

CO13-3 Waterbodies that could be affected by the Project are identified in section 3.3.2 
of the EIS. 
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(cont’d) 
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CO13-4 We acknowledge the information provided on historic gopher tortoise 
populations and regulations enacted to conserve the species.  Sections 5.3.5 and 
5.4.1 of appendix K of the EIS state that the handling and relocation of gopher 
tortoises would be conducted according to FWS and Florida Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Commission standards.   
 

  

CO13-3 
(cont’d) 

CO13-4 



CO13 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-151 

  

CO13-4 
(cont’d) 



CO13 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-152 

 

CO13-5 Section 1.1.1 of the EIS indicates that the Applicants do not propose to serve 
any LNG export facilities.  
 
We also note that the DOE determines whether the export of natural gas is 
consistent with the public interest and that, under section 3(c) of the NGA, 
applications to export natural gas to countries which the United States has free 
trade agreements that require national treatment for trade in natural gas are 
deemed to be consistent with the public interest and the Secretary of Energy 
must grant authorization without modification or delay.  Section 3(a) of the 
NGA also requires DOE to grant applications for natural gas export to non-free 
trade agreement countries if DOE finds such export to be in the public interest.  
 
Section 3.14 addresses cumulative impacts and has been revised to explain that 
an agency is not required to engage in speculative analysis or to do the 
impractical, if not enough information is available to permit meaningful 
consideration.  The commentor’s assertion that gas transported by the SMP 
Project “may” be shipped to “ports around the world” demonstrates the 
speculative and impractical nature of the suggested analysis.  Section 1.3 also 
explains why we do not consider impacts associated with natural gas 
production in our analysis. 
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CO13-6 See the response to comment CO13-5. 
 

CO13-7 The commentor's position on the eligibility of power generation supplied by 
Sabal Trail Pipeline is noted.  However, the eligibility of these plants under the 
Clean Power Plan will ultimately be determined by the state in which they are 
located and EPA. 
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CO13-8 See the response to comment CO13-5. 
 

  CO13-7 
(cont’d) 
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CO13-9 Section 1.2.1 describes the Commission’s obligations under the NGA and Epact 
as an independent regulatory body, and explains the factors that the 
Commission will balance in determining whether the SMP Project is in the 
public convenience and necessity. 
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CO13-10 See the response to comment CO13-9. 
 

  CO13-10 
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CO13-11 Section 3.12.1 of the EIS describes the air emissions that would occur from 
each proposed compressor station (and other project sources) and explains how 
the facilities would have to comply with the CAA and obtain operating air 
permits prior to placement into service. 
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CO13-12 Potential health effects of air emissions from the proposed compressor stations 
are discussed in section 3.12.1.3. 
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CO13-13 Section 1.3 explains why we do not consider impacts associated with natural 
gas production in our analysis. 

  CO13-12 
(cont’d) 
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CO13-14 As identified in section 3.10.4.6, while the pipeline would be located within 
census tracts characterized as environmental justice populations, the proposed 
compressor building itself would not be located in or within 1 mile of an 
environmental justice population tract.  Air and noise emissions would meet all 
federal regulatory standards and thresholds.  The facilities would be constructed 
and operated in compliance with DOT materials and safety standards.  
Groundwater quality, property values, and other environmental resources would 
not be significantly affected.  As such, the SMP Project would not result in high 
and adverse impacts.   
 

  

CO13-14 



CO13 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-167 

  

CO13-14 
(cont’d) 



CO13 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-168 

 

CO13-15 Section 3.10.4.6 addresses disproportionately high and adverse impacts on 
environmental justice populations, which includes African American 
populations. 

The commentors’ opinion regarding FERC being mandated to comply with 
Executive Orders is noted. 
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CO14-1 We have reviewed the route variation proposed by AZ Ocala along the north 
and east boundaries of their property and information provided by Sabal Trail, 
and conclude that AZ Ocala’s proposed variation is an improvement in terms of 
the amount of collocation with existing rights-of-way and would reduce 
impacts on their pending development plans.  While the AZ Ocala variation 
would be closer to 44 tracts, none of the tracts would be directly affected and 
all would be largely buffered from construction effects by existing road rights-
of-way and wooded areas.  As a result, we have revised section 4.3.2 of the EIS 
to include our analysis and a staff recommendation that Sabal Trail be required 
to adopt the AZ Ocala Variation into the proposed route, if the SMP Project is 
approved. 
 

  

CO14-1 



CO14 – AZ Ocala Ranch, LLC (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-174 

  

CO14-1 
(cont’d) 



CO14 – AZ Ocala Ranch, LLC (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-175 

  

CO14-1 
(cont’d) 



CO14 – AZ Ocala Ranch, LLC (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-176 

  

CO14-1 
(cont’d) 



CO14 – AZ Ocala Ranch, LLC (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-177 

  

CO14-1 
(cont’d) 



CO14 – AZ Ocala Ranch, LLC (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-178 

  

CO14-1 
(cont’d) 



CO14 – AZ Ocala Ranch, LLC (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-179 

  



CO14 – AZ Ocala Ranch, LLC (cont’d) 
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CO14 – AZ Ocala Ranch, LLC (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 
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The attachments to this letter are available for view on the FERC’s eLibrary site using 
accession number 20151026-5287. 
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CO15 – Gulf Restoration Network 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-183 

 

CO15-1 Watersheds crossed by the SMP Project are listed in table 2.3.2-1 of the EIS 
and include the milepost range that each watershed is crossed.  The watershed 
associated with a given wetland crossing can therefore be determined by 
correlating the mileposts from each source. 
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CO15-2 Limesink wetlands are discussed in section 3.4.3.2 of the EIS, including a 
description of their occurrence, and we have amended this section to reference 
the measures that Sabal Trail would implement to avoid and minimize impacts 
on wetlands.  In addition, we have amended table 3.4.1-2 to denote which 
wetlands were identified as potential limesink wetlands.   

C015-3 See the response to comment FA2-3. 
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C015-4 See the response to comment FA2-3. 

CO15-5 See responses to FA2-3, CO15-1, and CO15-2.  A supplemental EIS is not 
necessary.  The final EIS considers all comments filed on the draft EIS and 
reflects changes made to the draft EIS per the comments received.   

CO15-5 

CO15-3 
(cont’d) 

CO15-4 
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CO16-1 The commentor’s concern regarding impacts on wildlife habitat is noted.  
Section 3.6 addresses wildlife impacts associated with the Sabal Trail Project. 
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CO16-2 Section 3.3.2, 3.7, and 3.8 of the EIS state that the Flint River would be crossed 
by the HDD method, which would minimize or avoid impacts to this sensitive 
waterbody.  

CO16-3 Table 3.2.1-2 discloses that operation of the Sabal Trail Project would impact 
approximately 1,018 acres of prime and state classified soil in Alabama, 
Georgia, and Florida.  However, 86 percent of this impact would occur in the 
pipeline operating right-of-way, where most agricultural land uses could 
continue after construction.  Section 2.3 describes the construction and 
restoration methods that the Applicants would implement to reduce impacts on 
soils and minimize erosion; section 2.3.2.5 specifically addresses topsoil 
segregation and restoration methods in cultivated fields and pasture land.    

CO16-4 Comment noted. 
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CO17-1 Comment noted. 
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CO17-2 See the response to comment FA2-27 and sections 3.1 and 3.3 of the EIS 
which characterize the geologic and hydrogeologic conditions in the project 
area.  Section 3.3.1.5 and, specifically, figures 3.3.1-3 and 3.3.1-5, detail the 
proposed HDD crossings of the Suwannee River and Withlacoochee River in 
Florida.  Section 3.3.1.7 includes a detailed discussion of the potential impacts 
associated with the HDD method at these locations and explains why 
construction and operation of the Sabal Trail Project would not significantly 
impact the Floridan Aquifer, surface waters, or springs. 

CO17-3 As discussed in section 3.13.2, although this information is not relevant to the 
scope of the Hillabee Expansion Project or Sabal Trail Project, Transco and 
Sabal Trail provided a summary of the incidents on their respective pipeline 
systems.  The Commission reviews each project based on its own merits and 
has siting authority for interstate natural gas infrastructure.  PHMSA would 
be notified of and investigate all pipeline accidents and take any necessary 
action.   

CO17-4 See the response to comment CO17-2. 
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The attachments to this letter are available for view on the FERC’s eLibrary site using 
accession number 20151026-5439. 
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CO18-1 Comment noted. 
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CO19-1 Comment noted. 

CO19-2 Staff believes the 45-day public comment period provided to comment on the 
draft EIS was sufficient, and all timely and substantive environmental 
comments have been considered in our analysis.  Should the Commission 
authorize the SMP Project, such authorization would be contingent upon the 
Applicants receiving all required federal permits and approvals.  Minor errors 
in the draft EIS have been rectified and did not affect our analysis.  Under the 
NGA and EPAct, the Commission has federal authority to authorize interstate 
natural gas transmission facilities, including pipeline routing and construction 
methods, if it finds the proposal to be in the public convenience and necessity. 

  

  

  

  

CO19-1 

CO19-2 



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO20 – Melentree Properties 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-231 

 

CO20-1 Comment noted. 
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CO21-1 Comment noted. 
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CO22-1 Comment noted.  See the response to comment FA2-27 and sections 3.1.2.3 and 
3.3.1 of the EIS which adequately characterize geologic and hydrogeologic 
setting in the project area.  Section 3.3.1.5 specifically addresses springs and 
springsheds that occur in the project area and figure 3.3.1-3 depicts mapped 
springs, caves, and fracture traces at the proposed HDD crossing of the 
Suwannee River. 

CO22-2 Comment noted.  See response to comment CO22-1. 

CO22-3 Comment noted. 

CO22-4 Sabal Trail is conducting cultural resources studies according to the state and 
federal guidelines and in consultation with the Florida Division of Historical 
Resources (FDHR).  In their July 2015 Phase I survey report, Sabal Trail 
recommended that site 8SU501, was potentially eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and required additional testing to 
make an eligibility determination.  In an August 19, 2015 letter, the FDHR 
concurred.  Sabal Trail conducted Phase II testing at the site, and recommended 
that site 8SU501 does not meet the eligibility criteria for listing on the NRHP. 
The Phase II report is currently under review by the FDHR.  If the project is 
authorized, recommendation #23 in section 5 would prevent the Applicants 
from beginning construction until all final cultural resource reports and 
mitigation plans have been reviewed and approved by the FERC staff. 
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CO22-5 See the response to comment CO22-1.  The EIS acknowledges the importance 
of the Floridan Aquifer and associated springs and notes many of the features 
referenced by the commentor.  As explained in the response to comment FA2-
27, we disagree that construction and operation of the Sabal Trail Project would 
pose a significant risk to groundwater, surface water, and springs and conclude 
that construction and operation of the project in accordance with Sabal Trail's 
project-specific plans and our additional recommendations would adequately 
minimize the potential for the project to initiate or be damaged by karst 
conditions. 
 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO22-4 
cont’d 

CO22-5 



CO22 – TSE Plantation, LLC/Thomas S. Edwards, Jr. (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-236 

  

CO22-5 
cont’d 



CO22 – TSE Plantation, LLC/Thomas S. Edwards, Jr. (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-237 

  

CO22-5 
cont’d 



CO22 – TSE Plantation, LLC/Thomas S. Edwards, Jr. (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-238 

 

CO22-6 See the responses to comments CO22-1 and CO22-5.  The EIS specifically 
identifies Stevenson/Lineator Spring and the Falmouth cave system noted by 
the commentor, and acknowledges the high degree of hydrogeologic 
connectivity in highly developed karst conditions. 
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CO23-1 See the response to comment FA2-27. 

CO23-2 Section 3.14 states that, while the process of shale gas production may impact 
the same types of resources as would the SMP Project, these impacts are so far 
removed from the project area that the effects would not be additive with those 
of the SMP Project.  Section 1.2.1 also notes the production of natural gas is not 
under FERC jurisdiction but, rather, under various state and federal agencies 
where the facilities are located. Section 1.3 further explains why we do not 
consider impacts associated with natural gas production in our analysis. 

  

  

  

  

CO23-1 

CO23-2 



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO24 – Southern Natural Gas Company, LLC 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-255 

  



CO24 – Southern Natural Gas Company, LLC (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-256 

 

CO24-1 We have reviewed the justifications provided by Sabal Trail for not eliminating 
the 10 priority crossings, as filed in table 10.6-12 of their September 30, 2015 
Supplemental Filing, and conclude that the crossings are justified. 
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CO24-2 Comment noted.  The crossing of utility lines is a common industry practice.  
Staff is not recommending any changes to the number of crossings or their 
locations.   
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